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3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1. Claims 32-43 are pending in this application and presented for examination. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 2/4/10 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

3. The applicant argues that the Willie reference is directed to technology that is similar 
to the type distinguished against in the instant specification. The examiner agrees that the 
applicant's definition excludes a definition solely directed to a traditional interpretation of a 
logical partition as a division of a hard disk. However, the definition is broad enough to 
include a number of implementations including the division of a hard disk. The applicant's 
definition is one that covers a number of possibilities, "A logical partition may be the division 
of any of a computer systems work, processes, and storage into multiple sets of resources so 
that each set of resources can be operated independently." This definition is sufficiently 
broad enough to cover many implementations, including Willie's. 

4. The applicant argues Willie describes the physical partitioning of a system, not the 
logical partitioning claimed by the applicant. The examiner respectfully disagrees. Willie 
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discloses "physically separating the directory data onto different network servers, which 
allows heavily used partitions to be moved to separate servers. Moreover, if a particular 
server heavily uses a particular partition, the partition (or a copy thereof) can be physically 
moved to that server." (Willie: Col. 6, In. 3-7). 

The applicant's contention that this is a physical partition as opposed to a logical 
partition is clearly flawed in view of the preceding citation of Willie. If the partition was 
merely a physical division, then it would be impossible to physically separate the directory 
data onto a plurality of different network servers. The interpretation of the partition as a 
purely physical division is also not possible in view of the fact that the partition may be 
dynamically moved from one physical server to another in response to changing network 
conditions (such as which server is most frequently accessing a partition). Finally, Willie 
explicitly discloses that "a copy thereof of a partition may be physically located on a server 
in response to it heavily using the partition. If the partition is purely a physical allocation of 
resources, then it would not be possible to duplicate the resources and locate them on the 
network as proposed by Willie. Clearly, this ability to copy and/or move partitions across the 
physical servers of a network in response to changing conditions indicates that the 
partitioning is a logical division of resources in the network. 
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5. The applicant argues a citation of Willie clarifies that the partitioning is a physical 
division as opposed to a logical division of resources (Willie: Col. 1, In. 45-55). The examiner 
respectfully disagrees with the applicant's interpretation of the cited section of Willie. The 
directory tree is a collection of nodes represented as objects, such as a container object or a 
leaf object (Col. 1, In. 45-48). A container object is "typically used to provide a logical 
organization to the tree, while the leaf objects represent actual network elements such as 
servers, printers, facsimile machines, and users." (Willie: Col. 1, In. 50-53). At least the 
container object, which is a part of the directory tree, is a logical organization. The leaf 
object is stated as "representing" an element such as a server in the cited section. 

Additionally, Willie discloses "copies of partitions can be made, and each copy of a 
partition is referred to as a replica." (Willie: Col. 1, In. 56-57). As discussed above in section 
4, copying a partition is a logical act, as copying a physical partition into another physical 
partition would be an unreasonable interpretation of Willie given the definition of a 
partition given by Willie and as known to those of ordinary skill in the art. 

6. The applicant argues the examiner's motivation to combine is undermined by Willie 
being directed to old-style physical partitioning. However, the examiner has refuted this in 
the preceding sections. Therefore, the examiner maintains his reasoning for combining the 
prior art of Romero and Willie. 
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7. For the above reasons, the corresponding rejections of claims 32-43 stand. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. Claims 32-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Romero 
et al. (Romero), U.S. Publication No. 2002/0129127 Al, in view of Willie et al. (Willie), U.S. 
Patent No. 6,052,724. 

10. As to claim 32, Romero discloses a work management computer system (Abstract, In. 
1-7; Fig. 1) comprising: 

a) a pool of physical datastores (Fig. 2; [0027], In. 1-2, each server includes memory, 
which may be interpreted as a physical datastore within the physical server), which is 
associated with a set of logical datastore partitions comprising at least two hundred logical 
datastore partitions to each physical datastore ([0020], In. 1-4, "any number of partitions", a 
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partition is a logical datastore of a physical datastore, so similarly, the logical datastore may 
be interpreted as within the logical server); and 

b) a pool of physical servers (Fig. 2; [0027], In. 1-2), which is associated with a set of 
logical server partitions comprising at least two hundred logical server partitions to each 
physical server ([0020], In. 1-4, "any number of partitions"); 

wherein a consumer is associated with a logical datastore partition and with a logical 
server partition based on a consumer identifier ([0021], In. 21-23; [0035], In. 8-9); 

wherein a distributor, comprising a computer programmed to perform as a router 
([0022]), receives a work request comprising a consumer identifier ([0021], In. 21-23; [0023], 
In. 4-11; [0035], In. 8-9; [0036], In. 23-32); 

wherein said distributor determines which specific logical datastore partition and 
which specific logical server partition said request is associated with ([0021], In. 21-23; 
[0023], In. 4-11; [0035], In. 8-9; [0036], In. 23-32); 

wherein said distributor further determines a specific physical server wherein said 
specific logical server partition resides (Abstract, In. 1-7; Fig. 1; Fig. 2; [0037]); 

wherein said distributor further determines a specific physical datastore wherein said 
specific logical datastore partition resides (Abstract, In. 1-7; Fig. 1; Fig. 2; [0037], as discussed 
above, each server includes memory, which may be interpreted as a physical datastore 
within the physical server and the system must identify memory locations in order to 
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properly execute; similarly, the logical partitions or datastores are identified within the 
governing logical server); 

Romero is silent on wherein said work management system is designed to permit said 
specific logical server partition to be moved to a different physical server independent of any 
other logical server partitions residing on said specific physical server; and 

wherein said work management system is designed to permit said specific logical 
datastore partition to be moved to a different physical datastore independent of any other 
logical datastore partitions residing on said specific physical datastore. 

However, Willie discloses wherein said work management system is designed to 
permit said specific logical server partition to be moved to a different physical server 
independent of any other logical server partitions residing on said specific physical server 
(Col. 5, In. 67 - Col. 6, In. 7); and 

wherein said work management system is designed to permit said specific logical 
datastore partition to be moved to a different physical datastore independent of any other 
logical datastore partitions residing on said specific physical datastore (Col. 5, In. 67 - Col. 6, 
In. 7, as discussed above, each server includes memory, which may be interpreted as a 
physical datastore within the physical server and the system must identify memory locations 
in order to properly execute; similarly, the logical partitions or datastores are identified 
within the governing logical server). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify the teachings of Romero in the aforementioned manner as taught by 
Willie in order to move partitions to physical servers that most heavily use them or to 
separate heavily used partitions out to multiple servers to improve performance (Willie: Col. 
5, In. 67 - Col. 6, In. 7). 

11. As to claim 33, Romero and Willie disclose the invention substantially as in parent 
claim 32, wherein said consumer comprises a set of members assigned to a specific residential 
account ([0002], In. 6-8; a residential account may be a specific department, the term 
residence alone does not imply a family home as was indicated in a previous set of claims, as 
a private residence is different from the term residence alone). 

12. As to claim 34, Romero and Willie disclose the invention substantially as in parent 
claim 32, wherein a subset of said logical server partitions are configured with a set of 
parameters relating to a service level agreement so that said subset processes a work request 
received by it according to said service level agreement (Romero: [0017], In. 18-22). 

13. As to claims 35 and 41-42, the claims are rejected for reasons similar to claim 34 
above. 
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14. As to claims 36, 39, and 43, the claims are rejected for reasons similar to claim 32 
above. 

15. As to claims 37 and 40, the claims are rejected for reasons similar to claim 33 above. 

16. As to claim 38, Romero and Willie disclose the invention substantially as in parent 
claim 36, wherein said system is designed to permit each of said logical datastore partitions to 
be upgraded individually (Romero: [0008]). 

Conclusion 

17. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. See the Notice of References Cited (PTO-892). 

18. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until 
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after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened 
statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee 
pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. 
In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS 
from the mailing date of this final action. 



19. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to BRIAN P. WHIPPLE whose telephone number is (571)270- 
1244. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri (11:30 AM to 6:00 PM EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Thu Nguyen can be reached on 571-272-6967. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 

Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 

applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 

for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 

about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access 

to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 

(toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or 

access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 

571-272-1000. 

Brian P. Whipple 
/B. P. W./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2452 
3/28/10 



/THU NGUYEN/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2452 



